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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



ROSSI M. POTTS, 

14124 Bishop Claggett Court 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 



Plaintiff, * Civil Action No. 

* 



V. 



HOWARD UNIVERSITY, * 

2400 6th Street, N.W., Suite 321 * 

Washington, DC 20059 * 



* 



Defendant, 



NOTICE OF REMOVAL 

Defendant Howard University, by its undersigned counsel, files the within Notice 
of Removal and respectfully represents that: 

1 . Plaintiff Rossi M. Potts ("Plaintiff) commenced an action with the filing 
of the Complaint for Remedies and Relief in the matter captioned Rossi M Potts u Howard 
University, Case No. 05-00051 15, on or about on June 30, 2005 and a sxmmions and an Initial 
Order were issued on June 30, 2005. On August 29, 2005, Plaintiff filed an Amended 
Complaint. No further proceedings have been had in this action. Copies of all papers filed in the 
Superior Court for the District of Columbia are attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

2. Howard University received a complaint, amended complaint and 
summons on September 1, 2005. 

3. Removal of this matter is timely pursixant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b) as thirty 
(30) days have not expired since the receipt of the initial Summon and Complaint were received 
by Howard University. 
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4. Jurisdiction in this action between Plaintifif, a former employee of Howard 
University Hospitd and a member of Local 2094 of the American Federation of State, County 
and Municipal Employees ("AFSCME") and Howard University is proper in this court as (i) any 
claim that Howard University has breached a collective bargaining a^^ment as a federal 
questions pursuant to the Labor Management Relations Act, 29 U.S.C, § 187, et seq.\ (ii) any 
claim that Howard University discriminated against Plaintiff pursuant to Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, 14 U.S.C. § 2000, et seq,\ (iii) any claim brought pursuant to the Sherman 
Act 15 U.S.C. § 1, et seq.; and (iv) any claim brought under the Racketeer Influenced an Corrupt 
Qrganizationa Act ("RICO"), 1 8 U.S.C. § 1 962, et seq, 

5. This Notice of Removal is being filed in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, the district and division within which the Superior Court action is 
pending as required by U.S.C. §§ 1441(a) and 1446(a). 

6. A copy of the Notice to Superior Court of Removal, the original of which 
is being filed with the clerk of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia as required by 
28 U.S.C. § 1446(d), is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

7. A copy of the Notice to the adverse party of the filing of the Notice of 
Removal, a copy of which is being served on the Plaintiff pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a) is also 
attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

WHEREFORE, Defendant Howard University removes this matter fi:'om Superior 
Court for the District of Colxmibia to the United States District Court for the District of 
Columbia. 
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Respectfully submitted. 




DMSiS^No. 385025 
Jennifer E. Keyser 

Ballard Spahr Andrews & IngersoU, LLP 

18**' Floor 

300 East Lombard Street 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Telephone: (410) 528-5600 

Facsimile: (410) 528-5650 

Attorneys for Defendant Howard University 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 28th day of Septranber, 2005, a copy of the 

foregoing w^ mailed, &st-class, postage prepaid, to: 

Rossi M. Potts 

14124 Bishop Qaggett Court 

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 




ly F. McConnack 
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SlJPEmOR COURT FOR IBS DISTRICT OF COLUBIBLi 

CIVIL DmsaoN 



ROSSI AlFOTTS 

14124 Bisho|} Oa^ett Court 

Upper ACfuHlboro, BID. 20772 = ; • '■ ^ ' 

Piaintifr, ^^ v u^ ^^^ 



V. 



iva Action NmS ^-nnQ ^j^j 

"05 SEP-1 A9:ib ^*^^ 



HOWARD UNIVERSITY 
2041 Georgia Avraue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20060 

Defendant, 



COMPLAINT FOR REMEHIFS ANn Pirr nrji- 
PARTIES 

1. The plaintifif is an individual residing at 14124 Bishop Claggett Court, Upper 
Marlboro, Maryland 20772. He recently was, and at all times pertinent hereto 
was, an employee of the Defendant, Howard University Hospital. 

2. The Defendant is a University located at 2041 Georgia Avenue NW 
Washington, DC. 20060. 

JURISDICTION 

3. This court has jurisdiction pursuant to. Title VH of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
Civil Rights Act of 1991, Wrongful Termination, Retaliation, Breach of 
Contract, Fraud/Sherman Acts, Antitrust Civil Process Act, 
Discrimination/RICO Act 
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Count 1, WRONGFUL TERMINA1ION: Undo- Local, Commoii, audi Federal 

Low 

1. Plaintiff claims for remedies and reHefimda- local, common, and fed^al law. 

2. Plaintiff claims that he was terminated fi>r pfDvi«Kng safetjr measuies to apadeirt, 
thatwas in con^liance with Defendant's hoqiitdpoHcy and JCA^^ standards. 
If discharge of an employee undermines public poBcy, the iigured employee has a 
claim that the dischaige was wrong. R^aKation, short of disdiai^ is in violation 
of Title vn. 

3. Plaintiff claims that he was harassment coiqjied with threats to be dischaige which, 
is retaliation during investigations by enforcement agencies as part of the 
proceedings of existing discrimination and retaKation. Participation in 
proceedings" is absolutely protected and that an employ^- may not retaliate against 
an employee, even for felse and malicious statements made as part of proceedings." 
Pettwayv. American cast Iron Pipe Co. (5*Cir. 1969). Deravin v. Kerik (2d Cir. 
2003). Writing a letter to the DCOHR and EEOC complainmg about the agency's 
Mure to find "reasonable cause" that also asserted employer corraption was 
considered a motion for reconsideration and thus protected '^articipatioa" Pettway 
V. American Cast Iron Pipe Co., supra (5* Cir. 1969). Participation also includes 
reasonable gathering of non-confidential evidence in anticipation of a formal 
proeeedmg. Grant v. Hazellett Strip-Casting Corp. (2d Cir. 1989). 
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"Opposition" to enqjloyer practice inch;^ maldiig ini^n^ coi^laiiite about liie 
treatment being accorded unto plaintiff or other individuals, (Fine v. Ryan JteteiiL 
Airiines(7*Cir. 2002), fflii^ grievances iwfliWxa-oigiH^ati^ ftisuiflawfiil 
for an employer to "discriimnate" a^dnst en^liqrees because o^ 
or opposation, an obligation not qualified by "terms and conditions of employment. 
An action is "discriminatory'* if it is likely to deter pfaintiff or c^erra^Ioyees 
from engaging in the protected activity by intimidation of termination, and thus 
could include providing negative performance evaluations or inflicting petty 
indignities. Cf. Lederberger v. Strangler (8* Cir. 1997XretaIiation nmst a^ct 
'^erm and condition of employmenf^. State nonr-discrimination statues proscribe 
sex, discrimination, the discharge of the enqjloyee on such grounds, may prechide 
an assertion of a common law "mongM discharge". It violates PubKc PoKcy 
and/or possibly Hospital Policy/Compliance to dismiss a health care professional 
for refusing to violate defined and enforceable professional ethical obhgations. 
Shearinv. The E.F. Hutton Group, Inc. (Del. 1994). 
4. Constitutional and State^Common Law, defemation, intentional infliction of harm, 
etc. view wrongful discharge as a tort for which the employee may recover damages 
for foreseeable lose that include consequential injuries such as pain, suffering, 
emotional disti'ess, and loss of reputation, all which Plaintiff claims as related 
adverse actions. Caglev. Bums & Roe, Inc. (Wash. 1986). To punish, and tiius 
to deter future wrongdoing, an employee may recover punitive damages for 
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malieious misconduct, espedally for intentional violaibns fimt dqnives and /or 
intimidate onployee's of th«-e employment rights. Some courts, bowever, view 
wrongfiil dischaige as a conbact bii^di, and Unut (temages to die *%)ss of 
bai^in:" (e.g., lost i^ges and related iiidctet^ eccmonuc lo Punidi^ 
damages, as well as dam^es for iK)n-monetaiy iqurii^ such as pam, sufiering, and 
humiliation are not generally recovaable for contract bleaches, Steriing Dnig, Inc. 
V. Oxford (Ark. 1988). 
5. Plaintiff claims that his constitutional rigjrts had beeni^olated by the Defendant, 
such as, liberty infringed if an adveree action that ^i^natizx» tiie Plaintiff's 
reputation so that pursuit of similar emplo3mient is substantially hindered. An 
accusation of dishonesty or immorality infringi^ his liberty as well, and 
thus requires procedural due process. Putman v. Kellira^ (8* Cir. 2003). Pioce(fairal 
Due Process ''Property" and " Liberty." The Due Process Clauses of the Fifth and 
Fourteenth Amendments require due process of the law for governmental "takmgs" 
of Liberty and Property. 
Count 2, RETALIATION: Under Title VO 

1 . Plaintiff claims that the Defendant is violation of Defemation in character, by 
stating that Plaintiff is playing the role of a doctor PlamtifPs position is in 
disagreement and opposes the statement made by the Defendant. Plaintiff claims 
that the above statement imposes false characteristics and torment his physical and 
mental well — being. 



4 
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2- Plaiittifif claims that duiii^ the investi^ve proceecfings condiu^cd by DCOHR 
and EEOC, that he was gfanted with the approval of Dr. Brown, Betnice the 
Dir^^tor of fhe Edbo. Laboratoiy to aitmd a reooBunended course and it was 
declined fay Dr. Williams, Deborah the admg chief of the Division 
Cardiology. It was indicated to me that she was imeasy with my presents as a 
Tech. in the Echo. Lab, employee talk for now. My objective for that y^r of 2001 
was to focus on credentialing due to the escalating tension between me and 
Defendant however, I applied for annual leave and it was granted so I attended the 
conference scheduled for May 8, 2001 to May 1 1, 2001 since all expensive was 
pren paid by me. On July 5, 2001 1 received a letter of pre-termination for claims 
of insubordination which tumed out to be insufficient on July 26, 2001. On July 
27, 2001, 1 received a memorandum from Dr. Williams, Deborah indicating that F 
am a major liability for Howard University Hospital in so many words. On 
September 24, 2001 Dr, Brown, Beraice forwarded a memorandum to the 
Administrator Director Mr. McKennie, Randall indicating the importance of 
medicare reimbursements by having either a certified laboratory or certified 
personnel. The choice to certify personnel was the least expensive and it was 
favored. On October 2, 2001 approval to attend a registry seminar arranged from 
October 5, 2001 to October 7, 2001, and scheduled with reimbursement upon ^ 
completion of seminar. Upon completion of the seminar reimbursements would be 
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fianished to the participates within 3(M5 d^s. Over 90 dj^ pas^ and I 
continuously inquired about the reind>uiis»ment ai»i no mie to indude "Qm 
Administrative Directors could give SLjeasoa fi»-tfae ctefay in wmhrnsmu^L 
Another one of the Administrative IKrecabnrs Mr. Grant, Stev^ implied to me that 
I would not recdve any thing; Mr. Grant is a gowl fii^od of Dr. ^Vlliams, 
Deborah as I have noticed by the many ooc^onal visite to her ofiS(C». On lanuaiy 
18, 2002 1 filed a grievance regardii^ reimbursement and tite oi^pmal copy was to 
be sent to Mr. Grant, Steven. On February 7, 2002 1 received a memorandum 
from Dr. Williams, Deborah regarding patient care issu(% aiwl claims of pati^it 
abandonment. On March 7, 2002 1 received a reimbursement dieck for $400.00 
which was stated in the grievance to be made whole but it was not. Sk), I inquired 
to the Administrator Director Mr. McKennie, Randall that the reimbui^ment mas 
partially paid and he implied that he was uncertain about the pay process. I 
notified the Tina Fox the union president and mentioned to her about what I was 
going through to receive reimbursement for the required seminar and the 
unnecessary disciplmary actions that was arisen and she stated that its possibly 
retaliation and to expect such activities. On April 4, 2002 1 received a letter of 
pre-termination and on April 19, 2002 1 received a letter of termination. 
Ironically, in February Dr. Williams, Deborah was emphasizing patient care issues 
and elaborating on acts of patient abandonment and professional handling of the 
patients however, the following month of March Dr. Williams, Deborah actions to 
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traminate me after I made such great efiforts to jitDvi^ prafe^ontd patient cam 
and safety to patients who were in ne^i. llus just goes to showttet 
Dr. Williams, Deborah concerns are not fi)cus <m pio£esdonal handfing of 
patients but to seeking out acts of npisal and tennination as i^ pl^c^s! 

3. Plfflntiff claims that the above actions in nunib^- (2), are known as di^[»nite 
treatment they are perceived to be petty indignities use to wiongfiilly dischai^ the 
Plaintiff as part of the Defendant's adopted systan to d^ve the phintifiFof his 
federal protected rights. 

4. Plaintiff claims that the disparate treatment at&ied the terms and conditions of his 
employment and deprived him of liberty and property. 

5. Plaintiff claims that the causal connection for the above disparate tieatmeait was 
Because the Plaintiff opposed of the continues unlawfld activities and participated 
In opposition to Defendant employment practices with state and federal 
Enforcement agencies. 

Count 3, BREACH OF CONTRACT: Under Title 11, Local, Common, and 

Federal Law 

1 . Plaintiff claims that Defendant violated the provision of tiie Collective Bargaining 
Agreement Article Xni. 

2, Plaintiff claims that Article Xm, States tiiat. Discipline and Discharge section 1.) 
explains that except for cases in which employee conduct is hkely to result m 
damage to hospital property or injury to otiier individuals, discipKnaiy measures 
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siiall be taken in the foUowiB^ order 1.) Coiiiiselin& 2.) RqMimand (must be in 
writing), 3.) Suspension (notice must be in writii^X4.) Tennin^oii (notice omst 
be in writing). Plaintiffwastenninatedfi»nilheDefendaiit'sprendsesefl^^ 
April 19, 2002 without any counseling Jfeom Ms immediate siq)ervisor Ik. Bexmce 
D. Brown, regarding termination, nw did he teedve any tetta- of reprimand or 
suspension. Plaintiff was simply recomm«ided for pre- tamination witiiout any 
verbal or written notification fi-om Ms immediate siq)ervisOT. TMs sort of action to 
terminate Plaintiff occurred more than once in ti» same manner, vMch sbaU serve 
as a reckless pattern of employment piadices. 

3. Plaintiff claims that the Defendant had adopted a system to ^sadvaittage 
employment rights employee's that have adverse impacts on umon members. 

4. Plaintiff claims adverse impacts on employee's are unlawfiiUy reckless and malice 
to umon members and other employee's that should work in a harmomous 
environment. 

5. Plaintiff claims tiiat Defendant employment practices are unlawful and disruptive 
To fellow employee's tiius, making team work hostile and discriminatoiy among 
Men and women employee's. 

6. Plaintiff clauns that Defendant's unlawful influence over the corrupt labor 
organization causes unlawful acts of internal umon affairs and/or "otherwise 
discriminating" in tiie internal operation. Intention misrepresentation in foiling or 
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refijsing to refer for eiiq)loymeiit, or dassifying its membe» membo^iiip ot 
applicants in a way wMcli tend to dq)rive an indtviduai union memb^ of 
eniploymeirt opportuniti^. Cto the sra&ce it app^rs that the union is o^ 
imlawful«*s by the enaployer or others. Ihe De^daot is responsiblc^abfe fi>r 
se^:^atiiig the union and union members along radal and gender lines 
discriminatiiig both in the intenia! affair Memational 

Longshoremen's Ass'n (5* Cir, 1975). 
Count 4, FRAUD: Under Title 18, Shennan Act, Antitnist Civil Process Act 

1 . Plaintiff claims that Defendant deliberately denied that he had valid and 
Proper credentials to the DCOHR and EEOC during interrog^ories when 
investigation v^as being conducted by those enforcement agencies. 

2, Plaintiff claims that his credentials play a key part in determining a promotion 
opposed to demotion. 

3 Plaintiff claims that a promotion was substantial for advancement in the work force 
and future employment opportunities. 

4. Plaintiff claims that Defendant obstructed the administration process to 
disadvantage the Plaintiffs protective activity and class intentionally to 
advantage their liability. 

5 . Plaintiff claims that Defendant adopted a system to disadvantage employee's 
Thus, Imving adverse impact on fiiture or prospective employe's and union 
Members. 
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6. Plaintiff claims that Diefendaiit should be ^sis^c^ fiom ftture isom^oa and 
investi^ed by the Dq^rtment of Ju^ce to deatorniine fiauduleot at^^^es. 

7. Plaintiff will testify in court that DdS^idant is involved into white cofliad crimes 
such as, bribery, comiption, conspiracy, and otfiar unlaw&l doii^'s Bke int^iQiml 
contract breaching, discrimination, retaliation, antifnist violations, flmid, defiand, 
and perhaps other crimes. 

8. Plaintiff would assist the Department of Justfce and be persa^ent to end this kind of 
coiTuption for fiiture generations hopefiilly before this adopted ^stem r^ciies 
Defendants international relations. Ptaiittiff simply opposes Itefeiul^it's 
employment practices. 

9. Plaintiff will make individual claims for both the Def^idant and labor organization 
For the purpose of deterring the complete unlawful adof^ve system. 

10. Plaintiff claims that Local Union 2094, labor organization is coherently in 
compliance with the unlawful actions of the Defendant and he will apply the RICO 
Act to charge the local union independently from the Defendant because, the labor 
organizations are exempt from the Sherman Acts 1, 2, 3, to a c^ain point. 

1 1 . Plaintiff claims that the union excepts the bribery of the Defendant after all the 
union is liable for intentional misrepresentation. Local Union 2094 is m violation 
of their fiduciary duty affair representation imposed by the National Labor 
Relations Act that prohibits negotiation of discriminatory contractual terms. 
Steel V. Louisville & K.R. Co. (S. Ct. 1944). 
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Althou^ tbe union only breached ihejr fidui^ny dirty nevertiie less thejr t&sma to 

be liable for contractual conspiracy and brib^y if provrau 
12. PlaintifiPclaims that: neither the union or Defeadairt is tru^ vnnthy to up fixM 
the '"Law of the Land", and it's obvious to the Plaintiff and hopefiilly it will be 
known to Defendant's fiiends, &nuly, and otto* estahlisJimflnts 

Count 5, DISCRIMINATION: Under TWc VH and RICO ACT: Under TWc 18 

1 . Plaintiff claims that Local Union 2094, Ddfendaitt's labor cxganizadon 

discriminate in the internal operations of repnesaitalion of it's members by ^ling 
or refiising to refer for employment, or classifying its membership or applicants in 
way which tend to deprive union member of employm^t opportunities. 

2. Plaintiff claims that union contributes to causing unlawfid ac*s by tiie employer. 

3 . Plaintiff claims that union segregate members along glider Unes that violates Title 
Vn, discriminating in the internal affairs of the imion classifying members in a way 
that tends to deprive them of employment opportunities, such as liberty, and 
property. 

4. Plaintiff claims that the union is an association which exists m whole or in part to 
deal with Defendant concerning employee grievance, labor disputes, and terms or 
conditions of employment that can be trusted by Plaintiff. 

5. Plaintiff claims that both the Defendant and Union conspire to practice 
discriminatorily in practice and overtly to disadvantage Plaintiff protected class. 
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5. Plmntiff understands that Title VIIiMeserves Hie right to sppty afifeienttenns and 
conditions "pursuant to a bona fide s^iiority system provided ttm sudi dif^iences 
are not the result of an intention to dkoriimnate betvraean gendras as in Plaintiff's 
case, but both the Defendant and union violirted masy povisions <«f the Collective 
Bargaining Agreement intaitional to ^sadvanlage tiie Plaintiff's protected dass, 
activity, and otber emploj^oient righ^. 

6. Plaintiff' claims that both Dei^daot's and union's mc^e vras eaqpldned md 
un^cplaiaed disparate Ireatment adopted as a system to <fismlvan^e Union 
members and especially the Plaintiff's federal protected class and activities. 

7. Plaintiff claims that both Defendant and union retained and concealed exculpatoiy 
Evidence that was crocial to Plaintiff's DCOHR and EEOC investigation thus, 
depriving him of liberty and property. 

8. Plaintiff claims that it is unlawful to conspire to impose different qualifications or 
performance standards on men and women that's opposed of as unlawful 

discriminatory practice. Supra, 8.01 and 14.01. 

9. Plaintiff claims that it is gender discrimination if such policies and/or provision are 
enforced against on gender but not against the other such as in the Plaintiff's case. 
Duchon v. Cajon Co. (6* Cir. 1986). Cf Plantner v. Cash & Thomas Contractors, 
Inc. (ll*Cff. 1990). 
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£QUirABI£ RELIEF: 

1. Plaiiiti£f has no ad&juate remedy at kw. 

WHEREFORE, the Plaiiitiff prays that tWs court grant him the Ibllowtiig: 

1. PlaintiflTs court costs, &cpm witness expense, and aaom^fBS» 

2. Such other and fimher r^nedies and i%^ef as dmi court dbrans just. 




Rossi M. Potts 

14124 Bishop Claggett Ct. 

Upper Marlboro Maryland 20772 

(301)574-2541 
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I . 



Stipef-idi' Court of the District of Columbia 

500 Indiana Avenii(^ N.W., Room JM--170 
Washington, D.C. 20001 Telephone: 879-1133 



vs. 



Plaintiff 



Defendant 






•^ ^p -1 mviimonm^^^ 



SUMMONS 



To the above named Defendant: 



You are hereby summoned and required to serve an Answer to the attached Comolaint eMier 
personally or through an attorney within twenty (20) days after service of this sunSSn^pon^KxclS 
of the day of service. If you are bemg sued as an officer or agency of the United States ^Sn^Zt Tilt 
Distnct of Columbia Govermnent. you have sixty (60) days W service of flds^o^T?l^e^^ 
Answer A copy of the Answer must be mailed to the attorney for the party plaiSiffX^fs^uSg y^ ^tS> 
attorney's name and address appear below. If plaintiff has no attomeyf a c^y of &e ywlr Zist be 
mailed to the plaintiff at the address stated on this Summons. ^^ answer must be 

You are also required to file the original Answer with the Court in Room TM I7n nt ^nn i^au^» 
Avenue. N.W between 8:30 a^. arid 5:00 ?.m., Mondays through Friday or bXe^9-00 am ^d^^^O 
noon on Saturdays. You may file the original Answer with the Court either before you servl'^c^v of ;he 
Answer 9n the plaintiff or within five (5) days after you have served the pSf/Ty^^fdlTfile^ 
Answerjudgraent by default may be entered against you for the reUefdemaiite™heco5aS 



^ 



Name of PlaintifTs Attorney 



Address 



LK p&^Y 







ct 



Ha. -^^"17. 



Telephone 




Date 



l^^^T^^P^7?^ '"' ""™ "^ '^"^"^ -^^ ™* S"-™"" COURT OF D.C., SO. INDLVNA 

NOTE: SEE IMPORTANT INFORMATION ON BACK OF THIS FORM. 



CV(6\-4S6mav m 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CIVIL DIVISION 




ROSSI M POTTS 



HO^UNIVERSITY '''^'^' 2005CA005115B 



INITIAL ORDER ^^ , 



("SCR Civ") 40-1, It IS hereby ORDERED as follows: r> ^^ 

(1) Effective this date, this case has assigned to tiie individual calendar designated below. AU future filings 
m this case shall bear the calendar number and the judge's name beneath the case number in the caption On 
tifihg any motion or paper related thereto, one copy (for the judge) must be delivered to the Clerk along with the 
original. " 

(2) Within 60 days of the filing of the complaint, plaintifif must file proof of serving on each defendant- 
copies of the Summons, the Complaint, and this Initio Order, and any General Order issued by the iudee to 
whom the case^is assigned. As to any defendant for whom such proof of service has not been filed the 
Complaint will be dismissed without prejudice for want of prosecution unless the time for serving the defendant 
has been extended as provided in SCR Civ 4(o). 

(3) Within 20 days of service as described above, except as otherwise noted in SCR Civ 12, each defendant 
must respond to the Complaint by filing an Answer or other responsive reading. As to the defendant who has 
failed to respond a default and judgment will be entered unless the time to respond has been extended as 
provided in SCR Civ 55(a). 

(4) At the time and place noted below, all counsel and unrepresented parties shall appear before the 
assigned judge as animtial Scheduling and Settlement Conference to discuss the possibilities of settlement and 
to establish a schedule for the completion of all proceedings, including, noimally, either mediation, case 
evaluation, or arbitration. Counsel shall discuss with then- dients firior to the conference whether the clients are 
agreeable to binding or non-binding arbitration. This order is the only notice that parties and counsel will 
receive concerning this Conference. 

Offi.?o(ST7o'*™'^^* ^^ ^^ noted below is inconvenient for any party or counsel, the Civil Assigmnent 
Office (202) 879-1750 may continue the Conference once, with the consent of all parties, to either of the two 
succeedmg Fridays. Request must be made not less than six business days before the scheduling conference date 
No other continuance of the conference will be granted except upon motion for good cause shown. 

Chief Judge Rufus G. King, III 
Case Assigned to: Judge JOHN M CAMPBELL 

Initial Conference: 9:30 am, Friday, October 07, 2005 
Location: Courtroom 517 

500 Indiana Avenue N.W. 

WASHINGTON, DC 20001 



Caio.doc 
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SUPISIIOR COURT FOR THE DSTRiCT OF COLGMH4 
aVIL DIVISION 



ROSSI M. POTTS 

14124 Bsihop Oi^gett Court 

Upper Aforifooro, MD. 20772 

Plaintiff; 



© 



Co 



JohnlML Campbell 



Civa Action Number: 05-0005115 



HOWARD UNIVERSITY 
2041 Georgia Avenae^ N.W. 
Washingtoo, DC 20060 

Defendaaty 



1 BECaVEO 

1 ClVlLCLBiCSOffK* 
1 AUG 2 9 2M5 






° WASH»4GTON.DG ^ . 



AMENDED COMPLAINT 
PARTIES 

1 . The Plaintiff is an individual residing at 14124 Bishop Claggett Court Upper 
Marlboro, Maryland 20772. He recently was, and at aU times pertment hereto 
was, an employee of the Defendant, Howard University. 

2. The Defendant Howard University, located at 2041 Georgia Avenue NW 
Washington, DC. 20060. o- , , 

JURISDICTION 

3. This court has jurisdiction pursuant to. Title Vn of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
Civa Rights Act of 1991, Wrongful Termination, Retaliation, Retaliation 
under Equal P|iy Act of 1963 (EPA), Breach of Contracts, Fraud/Sherman 
Acts, Antitrust Civil Process Act, Discrimination/Chapter 9, RICO Act, 
D.C M R. and Codes, to include Titles: 11, 15, 18 of U.S.C. 
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Count 1, WRONGFUL TERMMAHON: Under Waslungton D.C Local, 
Common, and FfMieral Laws 

1. Plaintiffclaimsforr^nediesandreUefiiiHl^^k^^ 

2. Plaintiff claims that he was tenninated for {Hovidin^ sa&^ measures to a patient, 
that was in compliance with Defendant's hospital poficy and JCAHO standards. 
If discharge of an employee undeimines public policy, the injtured enq>loyeB has a 
claim that the discharge was wrong. R^^diation, sihort of disckuge is in violation 
of Title Vn, due to participating in DCOHR and EEOC investigatioa Under Title 
Vn, the Civil Rights Act of 1991, it is also unlaw&l for intentional letaliatioa 

3 . Plaintiff claims that he was harassed and ret^ated a^inst ooupled with threats to 
be discharged which occurred during investigations by enfort^ment agencies as 
part of the administration proceedings of existing questionable discrimination and 
retaliation. "Participation in proceedings" is absolutely protected and that an 
employer may not retaliate against an employee, even for false and malicious 
statements made as part of proceedings. "Pettway v. American cast Iron Pipe Co. 
(5*Cir. 1969)." 'XJeravin v. Kerik(2dCir. 2003)." Writing a letter to the 
DCOHR and EEOC, conqjlaining about the agency's failure to find "reasonable 
cause" that also asserted employer corruption was considered a motion for 
reconsideration and thus protected 'participation." Pettway v. American Cast Iron 
Pipe Co., supra (5* Ck. 1969). 
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Participation also uicludes t^^ombie gatherii^ of oon-c^iifideiitiai 
evidence in anticipation of a formal proceeding. Grant v. Hazellett Stiip-Casting 
Corp. (2dCir. 1989), 

**Opposition*' to employer practices include, making internal complaints about tiie 
tr^tment being accorded unto plaintiff or other individuals, ^ine v. Ryan Int^n. 
Airlines (7* Cir. 2002), filing grievances with labor organization. It is unlawfiil 
for an employer to "retaliation*' agmnst employee because of their participation 
or opposition, an obligation not qualified by '^tenns and conditions of employment. 
An action is "retaliatoiy" if it is likely to d^er plmntiff or other employees 
from ei^ging in the proted^ activity by intimidation of tennination, and thus 
could include providing negative performance evaluations or inflicting petty 
indignities. Cf Lederberger v. Strangler (8* Cir. i997)(retaiiation must affect 
"term and condition of employment"). State non-discrimination statues proscribe 
sex, discrimination, the discharge of the employee on such grounds, may preclude 
an assertion of a common law "Wrongful discharge". It violates Public Policy 
and/or possibly Hospital Policy/Compliance to dismiss a health care professional 
forre&sing to violate defined and enforceable professional ethical obligations, 
as in Plaintiff's case. Shearinv. The E.F. Button Group, Inc. (Del. 1994). 
4. Constitutional and State/Common Law, defamation, intentional infliction of harm, 
^c, view wrongfiil discharge as a tort for which the employee may recover 
damages for foreseeable lose that include consequentid injuries such as pain. 
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suffering, emotionai distr^s, and bss of reputation, all which Plaintiff claims as 
related advense actiom, Caglev. Bums & Roe, Inc. (Wash, 1986). To punish, 
and tin^ to det^ fixture wiongdoii^ an employe may recoyer punitive danmges 
for, malicious misconduct, especially £br intentional violations that deprives and /or 
intimidate eizq^loyee^s of there enqjloymeirt rights. Some oiuits, however, view 
wfongfiil discimrge as a coirtract breach, and limit damages to the loss of 
bargain:" (e.g., lost wages and relate incidental economic loses). Punitive 
damages, as well as damages for non-monetery injuria such as pain, suffering, and 
humiliation are not generally recoverable for contract breaches. Steriing Drug, Inc. 
v. Oxford (Ark. 1988). 
5. Plaintiff claims that his constitutional rights had been violated by the Defendant, 
such as, liberties infiinged; if an adverse action that stigmatizes the Plaintiff's 
reputation so that pursuit ofsimilaremplo3^iient is substantially hindered, an 
accusation of dishonesty or immorality infringes his liberty as well, and 
thus requires procedural due process. Putmanv. Keller (8* Cir. 2003). Procedural 
Due Process *Troperty" and " Liberty:" 
Count 2, RETALIATION: Under Title VH 

1. Plaintiff claims that the Defendant is in violation of Defamation in character, by 
stating that Plamtiff is playing the role of a doctor. Plaintiff's position is in 
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c&^^reement and opposes the statemant made by tibe Defendaitt. PlaintifiT clmms 
that the above s^^nent impoi^s &lse charactaristics and tcsment his physical and 
mental well ~ being, due to Defendant' s practices to discriminalion, retaliation, 
fiaud, antitrust violatiom, obstmciion, and ^p^ially by concealing exculpatoiy 
evidence mch as PlaintifiPs emplo3mient appHcation, quaH 
description, and credentials. 
2. Plaintiff claims that during the investigative proceedings conducted by DCOHR 
and EEOC, that he was granted with the approval of Dr. Brown, Beroice the 
Director of the Echocardiography Laboratory to attend a recommended course and 
it was declined by Dr. Williams, Deborah the acting chief of the Division of 
Cardiology. It was indicated to Plaintiff that she Dr. Wlliams, D. was uneasy 
with his presents as a Tech. employ^ in the Echo. Lab; employee talk for now. 
Plaintiffs objective for the year of 2001 was to focus on credentialing due to the 
escalating tension between him and Defendant however. Plaintiff applied for 
annual leave and it was granted so Plaintiff attended the conference scheduled for 
May 8, 2001 to May 1 1, 2001 since all expensive was pre- paid by PlaintiflF. On 
July 5, 2001 PiaintijBF received a letter of pre-termination for claims of 
insubordination which turned out to be insufficient on July 26, 2001. On July 27, 
2001, Plaintiff received a memorandum from Dr. WUiams, Deborah indicating 
thtat he was a major liability for Howard University Hospital in so many words. 
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On September 24, 2001 Dr. Browa, Bemice forwarded a n^oKiraii^iin to ibid 
Administeator Director Mr. M<£eimie, Raiulall indicating tiie importance of 
medicare reimbursements by Mving eidier a certified Jb^oratory or certified 
personnel The choice to cerdfy personnel was the least expensive and it was 
&vored. On October 2, 2001 approval to attend a regbtry seminar annanged fi-om 
October 5, 2001 to Octoba: 7, 2001, and scheduled with reimbursement upon 
(x>mpletion of seminar. Upon completion of the seminar reimbursements would be 
furnished to the participates within 30-45 days. Over 90 days passed and 
Plaintiff continuously inquired about the reimbursement and, no one to include the 
Administrative Director could give a reason for the delay in reimbursement. 
Another one of the Administrative Directors Mr. Grant, Steven implied to Plaintiff 
in front of the Administrative Director Mr. W. Randall McKinnie, that 
Plaintiff would not receive any thing; Mr. Grant is a good friend of Dr. Williams, 
Deborah, noticed by the Plaintiff from Mr. Grant, Steven visits to her oflBce. 
On January 1 8, 2002 Plaintiff filed a grievance regarding reimbursement and the 
original copy was to be sent to Mr. Grant, Steven. On February 7, 2002 1 received 
a memorandum from Dr. Williams, Deborah regarding patient care issues and 
claims of patient abandonment. Around, or on March 7, 2002 Plaintiff received a 
reimbursement purchase order for $400.00, which was stated m the grievance to 
be made whole but it was not. Plaintiff inquired to the Administrator Director 
Mr. McKennie, Randall that the reimbursement was partially pmd and he implied 
that he was uncertain about the pay process. 
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Plaintiff nofifi^ Tina Fox the union president and m^ition^ to her aix>ut wlm he 
WBS going through to rec^ve reimbursement for a required seminar and the 
unnecessary disciplinary actiom that was an Fox, Una, stetedthat 

ite possibly retaliation and to exj^ct moh activ^es from Defendant. On April 4, 
2002 Plmntiff received a lettw of pre-termination and on i^ril 19, 2002 Plaintiff 
received a letter of tamination. Ironically, in February Dr. Williams, Deborah 
was emphasizing patient csre issues and elaborating on acts of patient 
abandormient and professional handling of patients however, the month of March 
I5r. Williams, Deborah actions to terminate Plaintiff after he made such great 
efforts to provide professional patient care and safety to a patient whom was in 
need. Plaintiff clain^ that Defendant's misconduct is in conflict Awth public and 
hospitals policy/standards. This just goes to show that Dr. Williams, Deborah 
concerns are not focused on professional handling of patients but to seeking out 
acts of reprisal and termination as she pleases!, making Defendant liable for their 
unlawful practices. 
3 . Plamtiff claims that the above actions in number (2), are known as disparate 
treatment they are perceived to be petty indignities used to wrong&lly discharge 
Plaintiff as part of the Defendant's adopted system to deprive the plaintiff of his 
federal protected rights, and employment privileges such as, public/hospital 
policies, etc.. 
4. Plaintiff claims that thfe continuation of disparate treatment altered the terms and 
conditions of his employment and deprived him of liberty and property. 
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S. Pliiinti£f claims that die causal connection lor tiie above dis|nnite Wsstaa&A vss 

Because, he opposed of the contiinj^ unlawiul activitit^ ai^ tibat he p«rtictpated 

in opposition to Defendant enq>lo3nnent ptadi<^ with sntate and fed^ai 

Enforcement ag^cies and/or DCOHR anj jl^OC. 

Count 3, BREACH OF CONTRACT: Under TWe U, Local, Commoii, ami 

Fedgartdlam 

1 . Plaintiff claims that Defendant violated the piovision of the Collective Bai^ining 
Agreement Article Xm. 

2. Plaintiff claims tiiat Article XIII, States tiiat, Disdpline and Discharge section 1 .) 
explains that except for cases in which enq)loyee conduct is likely to reaih in 
damage to hospital property or injury to othra^ ixdividuals, disdplinary mrasures 
shall be taken in the following order 1 .) Counseling, 2.) Rcprinumd (must be in 
writing), 3.) Suspension (notice must be in writing), 4.) Termination (notice must 
be in writing). Plaintiff was tCTminated from the Defendant's premises effective, 
April 19, 2002 without any counseling from his immediate supervisor Dr. Bemice 
D. Brown, regarding tennination, nor did he receive any letter of reprimand or 
suspension. Plaintiff was simply recommended for pre- termination without any 
verijal or written notification from his immediate supervisor. This sort of action to 
terminate Plaintiff occurred more than once in the same manner, which shall serve 
as a reckless pattern of employment practices, of disparate treatment. 

3 . Plamtiff claims that the Defendant had adopted a system to disadvantage his 
employment rights, which could have adverse impact on future union members. 
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4. Phuntifif claims that the above adverse impact on employee's are unlawfiilly 
reckless and malice to imion members and other employee's that work and/or 
pxo\ide service to Defendant. 

5. Plaintiff claims tibat E^fendant ^nployment practice are unlawful and disruptive 
to fellow employee's ttnis, making team work hostile and discriminatory amoi^ 
men and women employee's. 

6. Plaintiff claims that Defendant's unlawfiil influence over the cormpt labor 
organization causes unlawfiil acts of internal union af^irs and/or "otherwise 
discriminating" in the internal operation. Intention misrepresentation in failing or 
refusmg to refer for employment, or classifying its members membership or 
applicants in a way which tend to deprive an individual union member of 
employment opportunities. On the surfece it i^peai^ that the union is causing 
unlawful acts by the employer or others. The Defendant is responsible/liable for 
segregating the union and union members along gender lines discriminating both 
in the internal affairs of the union. EEOC v. International Longshoremen's Ass'n 
(5*^Cir. 1975> 

Count 4, FRAUD: Under Title 18, Sherman Act, Antitrust Civil Process Act 
1 . Plaintiff claims that Defendant deliberately denied that he had valid and 
proper credentials to woric in the employment jposition that was provided by 
Defendant Enforcement agents for DCOHR and EEOC <hiring interrog^ories, 
was informed by Defendant that Plaintiff only had credentials for EMT and 
Phlebotomy, during the mvestigation by those above enforcement agencies. 

9 
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2. Plaiiitifif claims that his credentials played a key part in d^amiining his role as mi 
onplpyee and llie continuous impact of disparate treatment/petQr indignities. 

3. Plaintiff claims that a promotion was subs^ntial fy^a/dvmcmimA in tite work force 
and fiiftn^ employment oppoHunities* PlaintifT cteims Ms cr^en^s was key to 
his employment sWus with Ete&ndant's establishment. 

4. Plaintiff claims that Defendant obsbucted the adnunistration process to 
disadvantage the Plaintiff's protective activity and class intentionally to 
advantage their liability for future conflict concerning the PlaintifiTs employment. 

5. Plaintiffclaims that Defendant adopted a system to <fisadvantage employee's 
thus, depriving tiiem jfrom complaining about adverse impacts suffered by 
employee's and union members by Defendant's predatory enq>loyment practices of 
conspiring and monopolization in both employment and market in commerce to 
bribery and corruption, for medical market services from employee's to advantage 
their marketing strategies in the territory of Washington DC, Metropolitan area. 

6. Plaintiff claims that Defendant should be deterred from future corruption and 
investigated by the Department of Justice to determine fraudulent activities. 

7. Plaintiff will testify in court that Defendant is involved into white collard crimes 
such as, bribery, conuption, conspiracy, and other unlawful doing's like intentional 
contract breaching, discrimination, retaliation, antitrust violations, fraud, defraud, 
and perhaps other crimes re^rding workers that provide services in commerce for 
money to exchange and trade in commerce, and/or with restraint to trade and 
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coifpete in commox^ for ^rvices provided to m^cd markets such as in 
Plaintiff's cc^e. 

8. Plaintiff wouU assist the Itepaitment ofJustim and be pei^istotit to end liiis kind of 
corruption for fiiture generations hopefiilly before this adopted system reach^ 
other employers nationally and/or irteroationally. Plaintiff simply was totdly 
opiK)sed to Defendant's employment practices. 

9. Plaintiff will make individual claims for both the Defendant and labor organization 
for the purpose of deterring the con^lete unlaw&l adoptive system. 

10. Plamtiff claims that Local Union 2094, labor organization is coherently in 

compliance with the unlawful actions of the Defendant and he will apply the RICO 
Act to chaige the local union indq)endently from, the Defendant b^ause, the labor 
organizations are exempt from the Sherman Acts 1, 2, and 3 to a certain point. 

1 1 Plaintiff claims that the union excepts the bribery of the Defendant after all the 
union is liable for intentional misrepresentation. Local Union 2094 is in violation 
of their fiduciary duty of fair representation imposed by the National Labor 
Relations Act that prohibits negotiation of discriminatory contractual terms. 
Steel V. Louisville & N.R. Co. (S. Ct. 1944) and Plaintiff claims that he opposed 
Defendant's employment practices by filing grievances, etc., that resulted in EPA 
\^iolations, under Equal Pay Act of 1963, set by the Fair Labor Standards Act, 
enforced by tiie EEOC, Retaliation under the (EPA), Civil Rights Act of 1963, 
have no cap on relief! Although the union only breached their fiduciary duty never 
the less they remain to be liable for contractual conspiracy and bribery if proven. 

11 
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12. PlamtifF claims that neither the union or Defendant is trust worthy to up hold 
the ""Law of the Land'\ and it's obvious to the Plaintiff and hopefiilly it will be 
knoAra to Defendant's firiends, femily, and other establishmeiMs. 

Count 5, mSCRIMI^^ Under TWc VH and RI€0 ACT: Under IMe 18 

1. Plaintiff claims that Lo<^ Union 2094, Defendant's labor or^mization 
discriminated in the intenml op^a^ons of represeittation of it's members by failing 
or refiising to refer for employment, or classifying its membership or applicants in 
a way which tend to deprive union members of employment opportunities. 

2. Plaintiff claims that union contributes to causing unlawful acts by the employer. 

3 . Plaintiff claims that union segregate members along gender lines that violates Title 
Vn, discriminating in the internal affairs of the union, by classifying members in a 
way that tends to deprive them of employment opporbmities, such as liberty, and 
property. 

4. Plaintiff claims that the union is an association which exists in whole or in part to 
deal with Defendant concerning employee grievances, labor disputes, and temis or 
conditions of employment that was thought to be trusted by Plaintiff, and other 
employee's. 

5. Plaintiff claims that both the Defendant and Union conspire to practice 
discriminatorily and overtly to disadvantage Plaintiffs and possibly other 
employee's protected class and activity, also having adverse impact on U.S, 
Uniformed Military Veterans. 
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6. PMntiff understands that Title VH pneserves the right to qipfy (fififeient teims aiKl 
conditions 'pursuant to a bona fide seniority system provided tibat such dif^^ices 
are mt the result of an intention to disrainnimte betvinoai getK^s as m Plaiitfiff's 
case, but both the Defendant and union violated many pfrovidons of the CoUeetive 
Bargaining Agreement intmtional to disadvantage the PlaintifiPs protected d^ 
activity, and other employment rights, by con^irii^ and intentionally breaching 
contracts of trust in trade and/or commerce towards Plaintiff and perii^s his 
fijture employment as a worker proxading medical ^^ces in tte medi^ market. 

7. Plaintiff claims that both Defendant's and union's motive was esqildned and 
unexplained disparate freatment adopted as a system to diauh^ntj^ aiul deceive 
union members and especially the Plaintiff fiom participating in his federally 
protected class and activities. 

8. Plaintiff claims that both Defendant and union retained and concealed his 
exculpatory evidence that was crucial to Plaintiflfs DCOHR and EEOC 
investigation thus, depriving Plaintiff fixim liberty, property and to compete for 
future employment in trade and/or commerce in the medical market. 

9. Plaintiff claims that it is unlawfiil to conspire to impose diflFerent qualifications or 
performance standards on men and women that's opposed of as unlawful 
discriminatory practice. Supra, 8.01 and 14.01. 

10. Plaintiff claims that it is gender discrimination if such policies and/or provision are 
enforced against on g^der but not against the other such as in the Plaintiff's case. 
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DuciKHi V. Cigon Co. (6^ Cir. 19$6). CfPlantim- v. Cash & ThcMiias OtmtRkBtofs, 
Inc. (11* Cir. 1990). 
EQUITABLE BELIEF: 

1. Plaurtiffbasiioadeqii^emiiedyatJaw. 

2. PlMBtifFreqiiest trial bv * tirand Jury" . 

3. PlamtifFrequest for tt^le damage if tml is necessary. 
WHEREFORE, the PlaiotifFprays that diis comt grant lum the following: 

1 . PlaintifiTs court costs^ e?q>ert witness eqmnse, and attosi^ foes. 

2. Such other and fiurtho- rrai^i^ and r^ef as tins court deans just. 



-^-^.--febD 



Rossi M Potts 

14124 Bishop Claggett Ct 

Upper Mariboro Maryland 20772 

(301)574-2541 



14 



Case 1 :05-cv-01 929-eMU Document 1 Filed 09/29/2CK)5 Page 34 of 39 

E^oc Form 161 (3/98) U.S. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 



Dismissal and Notice of Rights 



To: Ross! Potts From: Washington Reld Office 

14124 Bishop Claggette Ct 1801 L Street, N.W 

Upper MaHboro, MD 20772 Suite 100 

Washington, DC 20507 



] I On behalf of personfs) aggrieved whose Mentis 
CONFIDENTIAL (29 CFR§ 1601.7(a)) 



EEOC Charge No. EEOC Repr^entative Telephone No. " 

David Gonzalez, 

IOC-2002^0161 State & Local Coordinator (202) 419-0714 

THE EEOC IS CLOSING ITS FILE ON THIS CHARGE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASON: ^" — _«_ 

I I The facts alleged in the charge fell to state a claim under any of the statutes enforced by the EEOC. 

I I Your allegations did not involve a disability as defined by the Americans with Disabilities Act, 

L I ^^® Respondent employs less than the required number of employees or is not otherwise covered by the statutes 

n Your charge was not timely filed with EEOC; in other words, you waited too long after the date{s) of the alleged discrimination to file 
your charge. 

r 1 Having been given 30 days in vi^ich to respond, you failed to provide infbnnation. failed to appear or be available for 
interviews/conferences, or otttenMse failed to cooperate to the extent that it was not possible to resolve your charge 

j I While reasonable efforts were made to locate you, we were not able to do so. 

I I You were given 30 days to accept a reasonable settlement offer that affords full relief for the harm you alleged, 

,|~3 TheEEOCissuesthefoIlowingdeterminat!on:Ba--dl^-c-n•^3l^:•.estig3tio^/.^leEEOC^ 

establishes violations of the statutes. This does not certify that the respondent is In compliance with the statutes No findlna is made 
as to any other Issues that might be construed as having been raised by this charge. 

I X I The EEOC has adopted the findings of the state or local fair employment practices agency ttiat investigated this charge. 

I I Other (briefly state) 

- NOTICE OF SUIT RIGHTS - 

(See the additional information attached to this form.) 

Title VII, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and/or the Age Discrimination in Employment Act: This will be the onlv 
notice of dismissal and of your right to sue that we will send you. You may file a lawsuit against the respondentrsTunS 
federal law based on this charge in federal or state court. Your lawsuit must be filed WITHIN 90 D AYS of vour ree^in*^^^ 
this Notice; or your right to sue based on this charge will be lost. (The time limit for filing suit based on a state cSm rnS/ 
be different.) '"^y 

Equal Pay Act (EPA): EPA suits must be filed in federal ^or state court within 2 years (3 years for willful vfolation«»^ nf fh« 
alleged EPA underpayment. This means that backpay due for any violations that occLrr^ mSan 2 vea« «12^^^ 
before you file sultmay not be collectible. more man ^ years (3 years) 

n |)#haltof the Commission 

APR 1 2005 




Enclosure(s) ^^^^ Hutter, (Date Mailed) 

Acting Director 

cc: Norma B. Leftwich 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 
2400 6tii Street, N W 
Suite 320 
Washington, DC 20060 
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Form 161 (3/98) 

Information Related to Filing Suit 
Under the Laws Enforced by the EEOC 

(This information relates to Wing suit in Federal or State court under Federal law . 

If you also plan to sue claiming violations of State law, please be aware mat time limits and other 

provisions of State law may be shorter or more limited than those described below.) 

Private qiiir Rights ^ ™'^ ^" ^^*e Civil Rights Act, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 
i-KivMicouiirouinio or the Age Discrimination in Employrnent Act (ADEA): 

In order to pursue this matter further, you must file a lawsuit against the respondent(s) named in the charge within 9D 
da}m of the date you receiVe this Notice. Therefore, you should keep a record of this date. Once this 90-day period 
is over, your right to sue based on flie charge refenred to in this Notice will be lost. If you intend to consult an attorney, 
you should do so promptly. Give your attorney a copy of this Notice, and Its envelope, and tell him or her the date yoii 
received it. Furthermore, in order to avoid any question that you did not act in a timely manner, it is prudent that your 
suit be filed within 90 da^ of the date this Notice was mailed to you (as indicated where the Notice is signed) or 
►-- the date of the postmarlc. if later. 

Your lawsuit may be filed in U.S. District Court or a State court of competent jurisdiction. (Usually, the appropriate State 
court is the general civil trial court.) Whether you file in Federal or State court is a matter for you to decide after talking 
to your attorney. Filing this Notice is not enough. You must file a "complaint" that contains a short statement of the 
facts of your case which shows that you are entitled to relief. Your suit may Include any matter alleged in the charge 
or, to the extent permitted by court decisions, matters like or related to the matters alleged in the charge. Generally, 
suits are brought in the State where the alleged unlawful practice occurred, but in some cases can be brought where 
relevant employment records are kept, where the employment would have been, or where the respondent has its main 
office. If you have simple questions, you usually can get answers from the office of the clerk of the court where you are 
bringing suit, but do not expect that office to write your complaint or make legal strategy decisions for you. 

Private Suit Rights - Equal Pay Act (EPA): 

EPA suits must be filed in court within 2 years (3 years for willful violations) of the alleged EPA underpayment: back 
pay due for violations that occun"ed more than 2 vears (3 years) before you file suit may not be collectible. For 
example, if you were underpaid under the EPA for woric performed from 7/1/00 to 12/1/00. you should file suit before 
7/1/02 - not 12/1/02 - in order to recover unpaid wages due for July 2000. This time limit for filing an EPA suit is 
separate from the 90-day filing period under Title VII, the ADA or the ADEA referred to above. Therefore, if you also plan 
to sue under Title VII. the ADA or the ADEA. in addition to suing on the EPA claim, suit must be filed within 90 days 
of this Notice and within the 2- or 3-year EPA back pay recovery period. 

Attorney Representation - Title VII and the ADA: 

If you cannot afford or have been unable to obtain a lawyer to represent you. the U.S. District Court having jurisdiction 
in your case may. in limited circumstances, assist you in obtaining a lawyer. Requests for such assistance must be 
made to the U.S. District Court in the fomri and manner it requires (you should be prepared to explain in detail your efforts 
to retain an attorney). Requests should be made well before the end of the 90-day period mentioned above, because 
such requests do not relieve you of the requirement to bring suit within 90 days. 

Attorney Referral and EEOC Assistance - All Statutes: 

You may contact the EEOC representative shown on your Notice if you need help in finding a lawyer or If you have any 
questions about your legal rights, including advice on which U.S. District Court can hear your case. If you need to 
inspect or obtain a copy of infonriation in EEOC's file on tfie charge, please request it promptly in writing and provide 
your charge numbc: ^as shown on your Notice). While EEOC destroys charge files after a certain time, all charge files 
are kept for at least 6 months after our last action on the case. Therefore, if you file suit and want to review the charge 
file, please make your review request within 6 months of this Notice. (Before filing suit, any request should be 
made within the next 90 days.) 

If You File Suit, Please Send a Copy of Your Court Complaint to This Office. 
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SUPEiaOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CIVIL DIVISION 



ROSSI m;potts. 

Plaintiff, 

V. 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY, 
Defendant 

4: ^ ^ ^ 



* 

* 



Civil AetionNo.: 2005-CA-005115-B 



* * 



NOTICE TO SUPERIOR COURT OF REMOVAL 

Defendant Howard University, by its undersigned counsel, hereby gives notice 
that it has, contemporaneous with the filing of this Notice, filed a Notice of Removal in this 
action in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. A copy of said Notice of 
Removal is attached hereto and served with this Notice. 




limomjH^, McCorfiiack 
DG-^No. 385025 
Jeimifer E. Keyser 



DATED: September 28, 2005 



Ballard Spahr Andrews & Ingersoll, llp 

300 E. Lombard Street 

18* Floor 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

(410) 528-5600 

Facsimile: (410) 528-5650 

Attomeys for Defendant Howard University 



DMEAST #8840658 v1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 28fli day of Sqptanber, 2005 a copy of flie 
foregoing was sent via fiffst class maU, postage prepaid to: 



Rossi M. Potte 

14124 Bishop Claggett Court 

Upper Marlboro, Maiyland 20772 




DMEAST #8840658 Vl 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

CrVIL DIVISION 



ROSSI M. POTTS, 

Plaintiff 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY, 
Defendant 






* Civil Aetion No.: 2005-CA-005115-B 

« 
* 

* 

* * * * Ik A A 



NOTICE TO ADVERSE PARTY FILING NOTICE OF REMOVAL 

TO: ROSSI M. POTTS 

14124 Bishop Claggett Court 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that a Notice of Removal in the above-captioned action 
from the Superior Court for the District of Columbia to the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia was filed on this 28th day of September, 2005, in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. A copy of such Notice is attached. 




iom)rli,<KicConri5ck 
DCJB^No. 385025 
Jennifer E. Keyser 



DATED: September 28, 2005 

DMEAST #8840726 v1 



Ballard Spahr Andrews & Ingersgll, llp 

300 E. Lombard Street 

18^ Floor 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

(410)528-5600 

Facsimile: (410)528-5650 

Attomeys for Defendant Howard University 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 28lii day of September, 2005 a copy of the 
foiegoing was sent via first class mail, postage pispaid to: 



Rossi M. Potts 

14124 Bishop Glaggett Court 

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 




DMEAST #884072$ vi 
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